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REMARKS 

Claims 31-66 were examined by the Office, and in the final Office Action of April 6, 
201 1 all claims are rejected. With this response, no claims are amended, added or cancelled. 
Applicant respectfully submits that the Office has committed clear error in rejecting the claims, 
because the Office has failed to show that the cited references disclose or suggest all of the 
limitations recited in the claims. Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejections in view of the following discussion. 

This response is submitted along with a Notice of Appeal. 

Claim Rejections Under S 103 

In section 4, on page 2 of the Office Action, claims 31-35, 37-39, 41-43, 45-50, 52-54 
and 56-66 are rejected imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Applicant Admitted Prior 
Art (AAPA) disclosed on pages 1-10 of the instant application in view of Rabbers et al. (U.S. 
Appl. Publ. No. 2007/0016695), Applicant respectfully submits that claim 31 is not disclosed or 
suggested by the cited references, because the cited references fail to disclose or suggest all of 
the limitations recited in claim 3 1 . The cited references, alone or in combination, at least fail to 
disclose or suggest that the command message is for synchronizing the second data store with 
respect to a change in the directory structure of the first data store and a message including a 
command for synchronizing the second data store with respect to a change in the directory 
structure of the first data store, the command including at least one data identification element, 
embedded in the conmiand, identifying a folder associated with at least one modification in the 
directory structure of the first data store. Accordingly, applicant respectfully submits that the 
cited references at least fail to disclose or suggest these limitations recited in claim 31. 

In contrast to claim 31, page 6, lines 14-24 of the AAPA clearly indicates that the 
commands relate to operations associated with data items, and do not disclose or suggest 
synchronization with respect to a change in directory structure. For example, SyncML defines 
request commands and response commands, and the request commands include add, which is a 
command that allows the originator to ask that one or more data units be added, copy, which is a 
command allowing the originator to ask that one or more data vmits accessible to the recipient be 
copied, and delete, which is a command allowing the originator to ask that one or more data xmits 
accessible to the recipient be deleted or archived. See AAPA page 6, lines 25-33. Therefore, the 
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commands discussed in this section of the AAPA do not relate to changes in directory structure, 
as recited in claim 3 1 , but instead relate to data units. Furthermore, page 1 , lines 22-3 1 and page 
2, lines 1-29 of the AAPA indicates the need for synchronizing data stores when changes are 
made and explains that the synchronization process makes the two data stores correspond to each 
other but does not teach how to synchronize changes in the directory structure. In particular, the 
AAPA specifically states that "with SyncML, data items, but not yet data structure, can be 
synchronized on different devices connected via one or more interconnecting networks." See 
AAPA page 2, lines 21-23. Therefore, the AAPA does not provide a solution for synchronizing 
directory structure, but instead is merely identifying a problem. In addition, page 7, lines 8-18 of 
the AAPA only describes different XML element types of XML documents in SyncML protocol, 
but does not teach how to synchronize two data stores with respect to changes in directory 
structure, as recited in claim 3 1 . Therefore, for at least the reasons discussed above, claim 3 1 is 
not disclosed or suggested by the AAPA. 

In addition, the Office acknowledges on page 3 of the Office Action that the AAPA does 
not disclose a message comprising a conmiand with respect to change in the directory structure 
of the first data store or identifying a folder associated with at least one modification in the 
directory structure of the first data store, and relies upon Rabbers for this teaching. However, 
applicant respectfully submits that Rabbers fails to make up for the deficiencies in the teachings 
of the AAPA identified by the Office. Rabbers states that the synchronization client is 
configured to determine whether to dovmload to the handheld device a full extract of the main 
database or to download a delta extract, i.e. only the data in the main database that has changed 
since the last synchronization operation. See Rabbers paragraph [0006]. In Rabbers, performing 
the delta extract download when appropriate helps to reduce the time needed to complete a 
synchronization operation. At the server side in Rabbers, the computer system (204) can 
compare the current extract with the previous extract and download only the database data that 
has changed, i.e. the delta extract, and the previous extract can then be deleted. See Rabbers 
paragraph [0052]. In certain circumstances, the computer system (204) may ignore the previous 
extract, and instead download the current extract, for example, if the structure of the main 
database (112) changed since the previous extract, then the computer system (204) would 
perform a full extract rather than attempt to perform a delta extract. See Rabbers paragraph 
[0056]. Therefore, Rabbers clearly states that in case of a change in the structure of a main 
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database, a full extract, i.e. a full synchronization where all items are exchanged, is performed. 
In contrast to claim 31, Rabbers does not disclose or suggest a change in the directory structure, 
as recited in claim 3 1 . 

However, even if a change in the structure discussed in Rabbers can be interpreated as a 
change in the directory structure, which applicant does not admit, Rabbers proposes a full 
synchronization in this situation and not a message that includes a command for synchronizing 
the second data store with respect to a change in the directory structure of the first data store, 
where the command includes at least one data identification element embedded in the command 
identifying a folder associated with at least one modification in the directory structure of the first 
data store, as recited in claim 3 1 . Sending a message with a command that includes a data 
identifier identifying a folder is distinct and technically more efficient than performing a full 
synchronization each time there is a change in the structure. 

Furthermore, the extraction ID discussed in Rabbers is distinct from the at least one data 
identification element embedded in the command identifying a folder, as recited in claim 31. 
Rabbers states that the extraction ID identifies the version of the database extract. See Rabbers 
paragraph [0134]. The version of the extract is clearly different fi^om a folder in the database. In 
Rabbers, the server (116) receives a request from sync client (401) for either a full extract or a 
delta extract, and the sync client (401) may base these request on whether an extraction ID 
downloaded from the server (116) matches an extraction ID locally stored by the sync client 
(401). See Rabbers paragraph [0150]. Therefore, in Rabbers the extraction ID is downloaded 
fi'om the server, and based on the downloaded extraction ID the client will decide whether to 
request a full request or a delta request. Accordingly, the extraction ID is downloaded before 
sending the request, which is in contract to claim 31, in which the identifier is sent in the 
message requesting directory structure synchronization. 

Therefore, even if the AAPA is combined with the teachings of Rabbers, which applicant 
does not admit is possible, the combination asserted by the Office would at most lead to a full 
synchronization each time there is a change in the structure of the main database, which is 
distinct from the limitations recited in claim 3 1 . 

Independent claims 38, 46 and 57 contain limitations similar to those recited in claim 31. 
Therefore, for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 31, claims 38, 46 and 57 
are not disclosed or suggested by the cited references. 
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The dependent claims rejected above, all ultimately depend from an independent claim, 

and therefore are not disclosed or suggested by the cited references at least in view of their 

dependencies. 



Claim Rejections Under S 103 

In section 21, on page 10 of the Office Action, claims 36, 40, 44, 51, 55 and 65 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over the AAPA in view of Rabbers, and in 
further view of Edwards (U.S. Patent No. 7,395,281). Claims 36, 40, 44, 51, 55 and 65 all 
ultimately depend from an independent claim, and therefore are not disclosed or suggested by the 
cited references at least in view of their dependencies. 

Conclusion 

For at least the foregoing reasons, the present application is believed to be in condition 
for allowance, and such action is earnestly solicited. The undersigned hereby authorizes the 
Commissioner to charge Deposit Account No. 23-0442 for any fee deficiency required to submit 
this response. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: P A^^^ii ^y^^^^^ — 2^ 

Keith R. Obert 
Attomey for the Applicant 
Registration No. 58,051 
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